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Mr. President, next week our nation will celebrate Independence Day.  Yet, as we
celebrate the land of opportunity that is America, we must keep in mind those who, even in this
great nation, do not have the same opportunities as everyone else.   In rural communities across
the nation, an entire segment of our population does not have the opportunity to access powerful
broadband communications services representing the high-speed, high-capacity on-ramps to the
information super highway.  Why?  Because for all intents and purposes broadband does not
exist in most of rural America.

Broadband is increasing the speeds and capacity with which consumers and businesses
alike access the Internet, and opening up a whole new world of information, e-commerce, real-
time high quality telemedicine, distance learning, and entertainment.  The power of broadband
will level the playing field between rural and urban communities in a global economy.  

Today I rise to introduce the Rural Broadband Deployment Act of 2001 and the
Broadband Deployment and Competition Enhancement Act of 2001.  Two bills designed to
ensure that all Americans have access to the advantages of broadband connections.  I would like
to thank my colleague from Wyoming, Senator Enzi, for his cosponsorship and support.  These
two bills, together or individually, will ensure broadband deployment in our nation’s rural areas,
and will enable us to renew our long-standing commitment that rural communities have access to
the same telecommunications resources as urban communities. 

My singular objective, in both bills, is high-speed Internet access for everybody in
America by 2007.   

This is a bipartisan objective.  The Democratic party has announced its intention to ensure
universal access to broadband by the end of this decade.  I commend my colleagues on the other
side of the isle for their recognition of the importance of broadband and I look forward to
working with them to achieve our common goal.  

New approaches will be needed to achieve universal broadband availability.  Some of my
colleagues have introduced legislation consisting of tax incentives or loan subsidies.  Programs
such as these can help to deliver on the commitment to make broadband universally available,
but these proposals alone will not achieve that goal.   Deregulation has a key role to play in this
effort.

Deregulation has been the driver of broadband deployment to date: cable companies,
largely deregulated by the 1996 Telecommunications Act, have invested almost 50 billion dollars
in upgrades to their networks.  These upgrades have in turn enabled them to deploy broadband,
and cable companies now serve 70% of the broadband market.  Satellite companies, also



unregulated in the broadband market, are deploying one-way high-speed Internet access and are
working to deploy two-way broadband services.  Some companies are utilizing wireless cable
licenses to deploy broadband, and they too are unregulated in the broadband market.

Deregulation is a powerful motivator for the deployment of new technologies and
services.  Unregulated small cable companies, and all but unregulated rural and small telephone
companies are taking advantage of their regulatory status to deliver broadband to rural
consumers.

The broadband market, distinct from the local telephone market, is new.  Yet, federal and
State regulators are placing local telephone competition regulations on broadband-specific
facilities deployed by incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) – the only regulated broadband
service providers – as if they were part and parcel of their local telephone service.  This is simply
not the case.  The local telephone market is not synonymous with the broadband market.   The
disparate regulatory treatment of phone companies deploying broadband and all other broadband
service providers is serving to deny broadband to many rural communities.

Broadband facilities being deployed by ILECs throughout our cities and towns require
billions of dollars of capital investment in new infrastructure that must be added to the existing
telephone network.  The sparse populations of rural communities already diminish the return on
infrastructure investment so that, when combined with local telephone market regulations, ILEC
broadband deployment has not proven to be cost effective. 

As a result, rural telephone exchanges owned by regulated telephone companies are not
being upgraded for broadband services even while unregulated companies seem to be capable of
making that substantial investment.  In Wellington, Kansas, a rural community with around
10,000 residents, a small unregulated cable company called Sumner Cable has deployed
broadband service.  Yet, Southwestern Bell, the local regulated telephone company and a Bell
operating company, is not deploying broadband.  Different regulatory treatments of these
companies creates the incentive for one to deploy broadband, but not the other.  This is being
seen throughout our nation’s rural communities, and is particularly disappointing.  The Bell
operating companies serve approximately 65% of rural telephone lines like those found in
Wellington.

Broadband is certainly being deployed at a much faster rate in urban markets than rural
markets.  But that does not mean all is well in our nation’s cities.  Today, broadband deployment
in urban markets is being characterized by the market dominance of the cable TV industry,
unregulated in the broadband market, which serves approximately 70% of all broadband
subscribers.  This is good for consumers.  Cable companies have taken full advantage of their
deregulated status, and the inherent economic incentives, to deploy new technologies and provide
new services to consumers.  But while the cable industry finishes rebuilding its entire
infrastructure with digital technology that permits it to offer broadband, ILECs are, in many
instances, not making the same investment to rebuild their infrastructure. 

The Broadband Deployment and Competition Enhancement Act of 2001 promotes



broadband deployment in rural markets by requiring ILECs to deploy to all of their telephone
exchange subscribers within 5 years.  In exchange, ILEC broadband services are placed on a
more level-playing field with their broadband competitors.  This is achieved by deregulating only
those new technologies added to the local telephone network that make broadband possible over
telephone lines.  By permitting ILECs to compete on a level playing field with their broadband
competitors in their urban markets, we can create the proper balance between requirements and
incentives. 

The limited deregulation in this legislation will not affect competition in the local
telephone market.  CLECs will still have access to the entire legacy telephone network to use as
they see fit, and they will still be permitted to combine their own broadband equipment with the
telephone network to compete in the broadband market.  In those parts of the local telephone
network where new network architecture must be deployed to make broadband possible, CLECs
are free to add their own facilities to the network so they can compete for every potential
broadband subscriber in a market.

In Kansas, we have many farms and small rural communities.  I grew up on a farm near
Parker, Kansas.  My hometown has 250 people.  My singular goal in introducing this legislation
is to facilitate rural broadband deployment.  Given the importance of ensuring broadband is
deployed in rural communities, I have elected to introduce two different bills on the same issue. 
I am willing to pursue either approach depending on which one will get us to the day of
ubiquitous broadband.

It seems clear that, no matter how worthy broad-based deregulation is in the broadband
market, any such effort must navigate through the typical back and forth between the baby Bells,
long distance companies, and now CLECs.  If a more limited approach can avoid the traditional
“phone wars” then I am happy to put forth such an alternative.

The Rural Broadband Deployment Act of 2001 is a more geographically limited approach
to spurring broadband deployment.  It includes broader deregulation of ILEC broadband services,
but limits that deregulation only to rural communities.   By ramping up the deregulation, yet
restricting the size of the market where that deregulation is applied, it is my intention to create
the same balance of requirements and I previously mentioned.

I realize that introducing two pieces of legislation on the same issue on the same day is a
bit unorthodox.  But given the clear need and importance of universal broadband, I feel it is my
duty to do anything I can to move this debate forward.  Providing alternatives for the
consideration of my colleagues is part of this process.

I urge my colleagues to give consideration to either of these bills, and I urge your
cosponsorship.


